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Huyla reinwardtii Schlegel, 1840(?)
(Amphibia, Anura) : proposed conservation

Alain Dusors

Laboratoire des Repules et Amphibicns,
Muséum national d’Historre naturelle,
25 rue Cuvier, 75005 Pans, France

As shown elsewhere in detail (DUBOIS, 1982), the valid name under the Rules
of the species now known as Rhacophorus reinwardtii [Schlegel, 1840{2)] is in fact Rha-
cophorus moschatus Kuhl & Van Hasselt, 1822. Accordingly, the International
Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is asked to use its plenary powers to protect
the well-known name reinwardtii.

Note. — This paper was submutted on 27 May 1981 to the Secretary of the International
Commission on Zoological Nomenclature for publication in the Bulletin of zoological Nomenclature, but,
despite repeated requests since then, has still not been published in this journal. The problem it raised
has therefore remained unresolved, despite other mentions of 1t 1n subsequent works (Dusors, 1981 ;
FROST, 1985 : 547). This paper is therefore published here as it was submitted, except that a few recent
references have been incorporated.

(1) The problem of the validity of the generic name Rhacophorus Kuhl & Van Hasselt,
1822 and of the specific names Rhacophorus remwardni Kuhl & Van Hasselt, 1822 and Rha-
cophorus moschatus Kuhl & Van Hasselt, 1822 has been the matter of several previous dis-
cussions (see in particular : STEJNEGER, 1907, 1925 ; Smrth, 1927 ; WoLF, 1936 ; BRON-
GERSMA, 1942). Recently however, I have presented a new analysis of this case (Dusors, 1982),
which solves all problems associated with it, except one, for which an action of the Inter-
national Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is necessary.

(2) As already recognized by Smits (1927), WoLF (1936) and BRONGERsMA (1942), it
is clear that the short diagnosis given by KUHL & VAN HasseLT (1822) for their new genus
Rhacophorus is sufficient to make this name available as of KUHL & Van HasseLT (1822) —
and not as of SCHLEGEL (1827), as suggested by others (e.g. STEJNEGER, 1907).

(3) Some au[hors (e.g. WOLF, 1936 ; BRONGERSMA, 1942 ; L1EM, 1970) have suggested
that the type-spf of Rk k was Hyla Schlcgel 1840(?) by subsequent
designation of WoLF (1936}, while others (e.g. STEINEGER, 1907 ; NIEDEN, 1923) have
considered that it was Hyla palmate Daudin, 1803 by subsequent monotypy in SCHLEGEL
(1827). Both these interpretations are incorrect.

(4) When creating their genus Rkacophorus, KUHL & VaN HasSELT (1822) associated
two specific names with this generic name. The first of these names, Rhacophorus remwardti,
being devoid of any description, definition, or indication, is a nomen nudum and is not
available as of KUHL & Van Hassert (1822). This specific name became available only with
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the publication by SCHLEGEL [1840(?) : pl. 30] of a plate of drawings of a species of frogs
which he named Hylz reinwardiii. On the other hand the second speclﬁc name proposed by

KuHL & VaN HasseLT (1822), Rhacoph 15 d by a very short in-
dxcauon (statement that this specles produces a smell of musk) which, although open to some
as to its biologi (see WOLF, 1936 and BRONGERSMA, 1942), is suffi-

cient, in the meaning of the Code, to make the name moschatus available as of KUHL & Van
HasseLT (1822). This name being the only available specific name associated with the ge-
neric name Rhacophorus in the original description of this genus, Rhacophorus moschatus Kuhl
& Van Hasselt, 1822 is the type specles of Rhacophorus Kuhl & Van Hasselt, 1822 by mono-
typy. Therefore all sut of type-species for this genus, including the ones
mentioned above in (3) and the overlooked designation of remwardiii made by FITZINGER
(1843 : 31) are invalid.

(5) A last problem remains to be dealt with. It concerns the status of the name mos-
chatus. This name has been considered by all authors until now as a romen nudum, and
consequently has never been used as the valid name of a species. For a long time this name
was believed to have been proposed by KUHL & VAN HasseLT (1822) for a species distinct
from the one named remnmwardti by these authors. Several anthors (e.g. VAN KAMPEN, 1923 :
254 5 Anr, 1931 : 148 ; WOLF, 1936 : 187) suggested with doubt that this species might be
the same which was later called Hyla margaritifera by SCHLEGEL (1844 : 107) and even later
Rhacophorus javanus by BOETTGER (1893 : 338). However, after a detailed inquiry, BRON-
GERsMa (1942) gave good arguments to support the idea that this name had in fact been pro-
posed for a (probably young) specimen of the species which is now known as Rhacophorus
reinwardni. Therefore the names moschatus and reinwardts appear to be synonyms. However,
since the first one is available as of KUHL & VAN HASSELT (1822) and the second one as of
SCHLEGEL [1840(?)], the first one would under the Rules have to replace the second one as
the valid name of the species. This would be most unfortunate both because the name mos-
chatus has never been used as a valid specific name since 1822, and because the name rem-
wardrii has been universally used as the valid name of the species to which they both apply
since 1822 (see e.g. DUMERIL & BIBRON, 1841 : 532 ; FITZINGER, 1843 : 31 ; GUNTHER,
1859 : 82 ; BOULENGER, 1882 : 88 ; VAN KAMPEN, 1923 : 264 ; SMITH, 1927 : 213 ; AHL,
1931 : 170 ; WoLF, 1936 : 211 ; BOURRET, 1942 : 446 ; BRONGERSMA, 1942 : 342 ; Liv &
Hu, 1961 : 255 ; INGER, 1966 : 294 ; L1EM, 1970 : 100 ; GRANDISON, 1972 : 75 ; GORHAM,
1974 : 171 ; BERRY, 1975 : 107 ; ANONYMOUS, 1977 : 52 ; DRING, 1979 : 216 ; FrosT, 1985 :
547). An action of the Commission is therefore necessary 1o protect the name remwardiu.

(6) Accordingly, I request the International Ci ission on Zoological N
ture :

(1) to use its plenary powers to rule that the specific name reinzwardtii, as pubbshed
in the combination Hyla reinwardti Schlegel 1840(?) (: pl. 30), is to be given precedence
over the specific name A as d in the Kuh!
& Van Hasselt, 1822 (: 104), by any author who considers that both specific names apply to
a single biological species ;

(2) to place the specific name rei i, as d in the bination Hyla rein-
wardni Schlegel 1340(?) (: pl. 30), on the Official List of Specific Names mn Zoology, with an
endorsement that it is to be given precedence over the specific name moschatus, as published
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in the bination Rk h h Kuhl & Van Hasselt, 1822 (: 104), by any author
who considers that both specific names apply to a single biological species ;
(3) to place the specific name h as published in the ination Rhaco-

phorus moschatus Kuhl & Van Hasselt, 1822 (: 104) (type-species by monotypy of Rhacopho-
rus Kuhl & Van Hasselt, 1822), on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology, with an
endorsement that any author who considers that this name and the name reinwardui, as pu-
blished in the combination Hyla remwardtii Schlegel, 1840(?) (: pl. 30), apply to a single bic-
logical species, is to use the laiter name for this species ;

(4) to place the generic name Rhacophorus Kuhl & Van Hasselt, 1822 (: 104), type-
species, by monotypy, Rhacophorus moschatus Kuhl & Van Hasselt, 1822, on the Official List
of Generic Names in Zoology.

ResuMe

Ainsi que nous I'avons démontré ailleurs en détail (Dusors, 1982), le nom valide, se-
lon le Code, de I'espéce d’Anoures actuellement connue sous le nom de Rhacophorus rein-
wardm [Schlegel, 1840(2)] est en fait Rhacophorus moschaus Kuhl & Van Hasseit, 1822. En

il est d dé 2 la C: ission Internationale de Nomenclature Zoologique
de faire usage de ses pleins pouvoirs pour protéger le nom reinwardz, trés connu et d’emploi
universel.
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